contaminate the diet of a large proportion of the world's population, especially in developing (Table 1) ; however, demonstration of direct 31 connections between the mycotoxins and resulting human illnesses is relatively rare due to 32 the many confounding factors that can influence the pathway of toxins from the fungus to an 33 affected person (Bryden, 2007) . As a result, many cases would be most likely classed as 
79
It is interesting to note that most evidence in developing countries today reflect incidents that Table 2 . maize kernels from case households were 8 times higher compared to control households.
196
Case patients were also more likely to store wet maize in their homes and reported higher rate In response to this outbreak, the Kenyan Government provided replacement food to affected 200 districts and advised residents not to eat maize and other foods suspected of being mouldy.
201
Food inspections were carried out and any suspected foods were removed, destroyed and reports of animal deaths where they had consumed the same maize as affected householders.
224
The government implemented a corrective action strategy to remove contaminated food and 
372
 The Food Categorisation System to be used.
373
Such standards set maximum limits for toxins using the ALARA acronym -'As Low As
374
Reasonably Achievable'. International action is based on meeting certain criteria that 375 including that the substance in question is shown to be: in the food or feed at certain levels as 376 determined by reliable analysis; is of toxicological concern at this level; the food or feed is 377 sufficiently important in the potential consumption of the substance; and, the food/feed is 378 traded internationally (Gawalko et al. 2009 ). Where food and feeds are produced and used within a particular jurisdiction, then the level of 393 mycotoxin contamination deemed to be acceptable or unacceptable will be clearly defined in 394 legislation and material will be sampled and analysed by public inspection agencies. In some 395 regions this may be supplemented by private standards that are often equivalent or more 396 stringent than those set by legislation. However, when food and feed is traded internationally, 397 then different levels of 'acceptable contamination limits' may be enforced. As a rule of 398 thumb, any producer of grains and pulses intended for the international market and any agri-399 business trading in raw and finished products should be aware of the limits set in the final 400 destination country or trading block. To exemplify this point, the acceptable levels of 401 aflatoxins are compared for the US, the largest exporter of agri-food products, and the EU, 402 the largest importer of agri-food products (Table 3 ).
Insert Table 3 here   405   406 This indicative data on mycotoxin limits in cereals, pulses, nuts, milk and animal feed shows 407 that the levels imposed in the EU are more comprehensive and restrictive. In terms of 408 aflatoxins, the US restricts levels of aflatoxin B1 while the EU refers to both aflatoxin B1 plus 409 total aflatoxins (B1, B2, G1, G2). Moreover, the limits set in the EU are 10 fold more 410 restrictive. In terms of aflatoxin M1 in milk, the EU limits are also 10 fold lower. These lower 411 acceptable levels are also reflected in maximum limits in domestic animal feed with EU The RASFF system also allows for follow up notifications which refer to previously notified In considering the whole supply chain, it can be seen that there are several key stages where 
542
 Processing: Thermal processing can denature some mycotoxins to more acceptable 543 levels (see Table 4 ).
544
Other approaches to reducing the mycotoxin burden have been evaluated including mixing, Firstly engendering political will to address mycotoxin contamination and the capability to 597 carry out tests for food and feed contamination. This is fundamental to protecting the 598 country's population from mycotoxin exposure in the food and feed supply chain (Milicevic 599 et al., 2015). Secondly building resilience in primary production with appropriate mycotoxin 600 reduction strategies (Table 4) 
